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CENTRAL AIMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

-

CALCUTTA. BENCH

CALCUTTA

No.0,A,892 of 1997
Present : Hon'ble Mr, D, Purkayastha, Judicial Member

PRAHALLAD GUCHAIT & ANR,
vs

1, UNION OF INDIA, SERVICE THROUGH
THE GENERAL MANAGER, S.E. RLY,,
GARDEN REACH, CALCUTTA » 43,

2, THE DIVISIONAL RAILWAY MANAGER,
Se Es RLY,, KHARAGPUR,

3, SR, DIVISIONAL PERSONNEL OFFICER,
S.E. RLY,, KHARAGPUR,

4, DiE GHIEF PERMANENT WAY INSPECTOR,
SeE. RLY., PANSKURA,

id

For the appiicants s Mr, A, Chakroborty, cbunsell

For the respondents : Mr, P,C, Saha, counsel

Heard on 3 03,02.99 , 0 on 3 e
| ORDER , , '

The case was filed on 04.,08.97, 'Butv respondents
did not tile any reply till date. Ld. cownsel Mr. Ssha
suwmits that his name was exéltﬁed~i:rom the panel of advocates
recently prepared by ‘the Railway Authozities for appointment
and he was askeél to retum all the briefs to the department.

Since he was not asked to netum the file of this case he

prays for time, I reject the prayer of adjoumment on that

|
gmvnas and I take up the case for hearing,

(},h Yo ok |
2¢ ¥eeling aggrieved by the speaking order passed by

M respondents in pursuvance of the directions of the Tribunal
: _ : \ .

contd,. 2



by the oxder dated 13,6,96 in o;A.No. 228 of 1996, the
applicant filed this application tor appointment oi the
applicant No.zion compassionate grﬁund. According to the
applicants the sald impugned speaking order is not sustainable
in law since the applicant No.,1 retired from servége on
medical ground and thereby his son was entitled to get
‘appointment on canpassioﬁate ground and he filed 0,A, 228/96
earlier for appointment of applicant No, 2. It is also
alleged by the applicants that the reasons as stated in

the speaking orxder date_d 6.8.96 (annexure' D/1' to the app.)
is not sustainable, |

3. Mr, Ssha did not argwe on the ground stated sbove,
I have gone through the speaking order and I find that fhe
case was cof:sid_ered by the respondents and that was rej ecﬁed
solely on the ground that the applicant Ko.1 Sri Prahallad
3 Guchait squit'bed an application for voluntary retirement
trom service. So, the applicant No,2 Sri Sridam Guchait

is not entitled to get appointment on compassiomate grownd.

Mr, Chskraborty 1ld., counsel could not show me any rule
—n

Vel
showing that onf\retizement on medical ground and—en-welwrtary

Wm' sei'Vice/tlme son or'relativle of thé railway
employee is entitled to get apppinment on compassionate
ground, VSo, ir absence of any speciric rule, I am ot the
view that the reasons shown by the respondents in the speaking
oxder cannot Le sdid to be unsustainable ‘and thereby the
application is devoid ot merit and liéble to be dismissed
Acco_rdingly, the application. is disnissed' awarding no costs.,

( Do PURKAYASTHA )
MBMBER(J)
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